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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 16 July 2007 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)[X] This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of Group I, claims 1-5 in the reply filed on 
7/16/2007 is acknowledged. 

2. Claims 6-8 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .142(b) as 
being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. 
Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 7/16/2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

The limitation of "while each mask hole of said metal layer on the side of said supply 
source of said deposition material has a longitudinal size including a plurality of said pixels in 
common" (emphasis added by Examiner). The claim is indefinite as to how a mask can have a 
plurality of pixels in common with the electroluminescent panel. For the purpose of this 
examination, the claim will be interpreted to have each mask hole correspond to a pixel of the 
substrate. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in. 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 1 and 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oshita 
(JP 2001-237072, as provided by Applicant) in view of Yamazaki et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,830,494) and Applicant's admitted state of the prior art (hereafter, AASPA). Takai et al. (U.S. 
Publication No. 2002/0197395) is cited for evidence of inherency. 

Oshita teaches a method of making an electroluminescent (EL) display (abstract). A first 
electrode 3 is formed on a transparent substrate. An insulating layer is formed over the first 
electrode, wherein the insulating layer has rectangular apertures that expose portions of the first 
electrode ([0026]-[0027]; Fig. 25). An EL layer 8 is then formed onto the first electrode using a 
metal mask. The EL layer comprises of an organic hole transportation layer, an organic 
luminous layer, and an organic electron transport layer [0002],[0028]-[0029]. A second 
electrode layer 9 is then formed on the EL layer. 

Oshita teaches that the metal mask can be a, three-layer laminating of nickel-copper- 
nickel such that a copper layer is sandwiched between two nickel layers ([0016]; Figs. 8-14). 
Nickel is inherently a magnetic material (see [0005] of Takai). The copper layer is interpreted to 
be the claimed metal layer on the side of the transparent substrate and the nickel layer (i.e., the 
nickel layer that is closer to the supply side and further away from the substrate) is interpreted to 
be the claimed magnetic metal layer that is on the supply side. The metal layer closer to the 
substrate has holes that are smaller in size than the holes in the metal layer closer to the supply 
(Fig. 2). 

Oshita does not explicitly teach the first electrode layer is driven by active devices. 
However, Yamazaki teaches that it is well known in the EL art that the EL device can have an 
active matrix, wherein the first electrode 1 12 is driven by a thin film transistor 110 (Fig. 1C). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to have incorporated a thin film transistor in the EL device of Oshita to drive the first electrodes 
because Yamazaki teaches that the use of a thin film transistor is operable in an EL device. The 
selection of something based on its known suitability for its intended use has been held to 
support a prima facie case of obviousness. Sinclair & Carroll Co. v. Interchemical Corp., 325 
U.S. 327, 65 USPQ 297 (1945). 

Oshita teaches that the EL layers can be a hole transportation layer (i.e., a hole transfer 
layer), an organic luminous layer (i.e., an organic emitting layer), and an electron transport layer 
(i.e., an electro transfer layer), but does not explicitly teach that the EL layer comprises 
additionally of a hole injection layer and an electron injection layer. However, AASPA teaches 
that it is well known to use an EL layer comprising of a hole transfer layer, a hole injection layer, 
an emitting layer, an electron injection layer, and an electron transfer layer. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have to used such 
layers as taught in AASPA in the EL display of Oshita with a reasonable expectation of success 
because AASPA teaches that such layers are operable in an EL layer. 

Claim 3: Oshita does not explicitly teach that the metal layer on the side of the 
transparent substrate is thinner than the metal layer on the side of the supply source. Oshita only 
exemplifies that the copper layer can be 30 |im and that the nickel layer can be 20 |im [001 6]. 
However, it would have been well within the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have made the copper and nickel layers to have any thickness with an expectation of similar 
results, especially since Oshita does not teach that the thickness of the metal layers has any 
criticality. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have used a copper layer and a nickel layer in the mask of Oshita with any 
thickness, including a copper layer having a smaller thickness than the nickel layer, with a 
reasonable expectation of success. 

Claim 4: Oshita teaches that the mask holes have a longitudinal size (i.e., a long side) 
and a crosswise size (i.e., a short side) (Fig. 26). 
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8. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oshita '072 in 
view of Yamazaki '494 and AASPA as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tsuchiya 
et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,890,385). 

Oshita, Yamazaki, and AASPA are discussed above. Oshita teaches that metal layers of 
the mask form steps (Fig. 14), but does not explicitly teach that the metal layer on the side of the 
supply source has a funnel-like shape. However, Tsuchiya teaches that it is well known in the art 
of EL deposition through a mask to use mask holes having a trapezoidal cross section (i.e., a 
funnel-like shape). The use of such a mask aperture can form a uniform thin film (col. 6, lines 
44-55; Fig. 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to have formed a trapezoidal cross section with the mask holes of Oshita with a 
reasonable expectation of success. One would have been motivated to do so in order to have 
formed a uniform thin EL film. 

Tsuchiya does not explicitly teach that the sizes of the trapezoidal shapes have a tilt angle 
between 30° and 85°. However, Tsuchiya does teach that mask apertures having such trapezoidal 
shapes can form uniform thin films. One of ordinary skill would have optimized the width of the 
shorter side relative to the width of the longer side of the trapezoidal shapes, and thus the angle 
formed therebetween, in order to have optimized the uniformity of the thin film. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to have 
optimized the widths of the trapezoidal shapes, and thus the angle formed, in the mask of Oshita 
and Tsuchiya through routine experimentation and to have experimented with the angles within 
the claimed range. One would have been motivated to do so in order to have optimized the 
uniformity of the thin EL film. 

9. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oshita c 072 in 
view of Yamazaki '494 and AASPA as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Woodgate et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,991,073). 

Oshita, Yamazaki, and AASPA are discussed above, but do not explicitly teach that each 
corner of the mask holes has a curvature radius. However, Woodgate teaches that pixels having 
rounded corners can prevent light leakage (col. 20, lines 35-48). Pixels having rounded corners 
would require a mask having apertures with rounded corners in order to properly deposit the EL 
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material into the pixel. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention to have formed the EL pixels of Oshita with rounded corners and to have 
used a corresponding mask having rounded corners with a reasonable expectation of success. 
One would have been motivated to do so in order to have prevented light leakage. 

Woodgate does not explicitly teach that the curvature radius of the corners is less than 5 
|im. However, Woodgate does teach that a pixel having a rounded corner can prevent light 
leakage. One of ordinary skill would have optimized the curvature radius of the corner in order 
to have minimized the light leakage. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention to have optimized the curvature radius of the pixel corners 
of Oshita through routine experimentation and to have experimented with the claimed range. 
One would have been motivated to do so in order to have minimized the amount of light leakage 
from the EL pixels. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jimmy Lin whose telephone number is 571-272-8902. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday thru Friday 8AM - 5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Meeks can be reached on 571-272-1423. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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